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I. ACTIONS RECOMMENDED 

This Report recommends that the Commission make additional reason-to-believe 
' findings against Peter Cloeren, but take no further action against him and Cloeren, Inc.; , 

and take no hrther action against 

other respondents. 

11. BACKGROUND 

. MUR 4783 was generated by a combined complaint and sua spnre submission filed by 

L Peter Cloeren, a'businessman fiom Orange, Texas, and his company, Cloeren, Inc. Mr. Cloeren 

admitted that he approved, and his company made, prohibited contributions through Cloereni Inc. 
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i l  -\j employees to the Babin Committee in 1996, and alleged that congressional candidate 

Dr. Brian Babin,' campiign official Walter Whetsell, 
1 .  

.'. 

and others committed violations of the Act in connection with these and other prohibited. 

contributions. 

.. . 

On July 20,1999, based on the allegations contained in these complaints, the 
2; . 
a Commission . .  made ttiii'sets of reason-to-believe findings. The first set of rea&on-to-believe 

. .  :A 
.d findings was based on allegations in the Cloaen complaint that Dr. Babin, Mr. Whetsell and 5 

5 
0 others, particularly Rep. DeLay 
- - 

assisted Mr. Clam in making 
.L L 

. :s _. , . ;Ts 
other illegal indirect contributions to the Babin Committee by establishing various schemes to . 

... .__.. f\ ,' ' channel contributions to the Babin Committee through 
.. . - 

two other campaign committees. 

Dr. Babin ran for the open H o w  seat in Texas' Second District in 1996. He won the primary and m-off I 

elections, but lost thc general elktion in November. Dr. Babin 
gcncral.election. 

for thc svne ofice again in 1998. lacing the 

. .  .. 
._ .-. . . .--_. .. . . ....-_.. .. 
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I I/-\ I .  The second set of findings, which is the exclusive fbcus ofthis w' Was based on 

allegatim that Q not appear to involve The Commission found &son to believe that 

Peter Clocrcn, as an officer of Cloeren, Inc., knowingly and willfblly violated 2 U.S.C. 0 441b(a), 

and that Cloercn, Inc. knowingly and willfilly violated 2 U.S.C. 46 441b(a) and 441f by making 

.... .-.-.. 

prohibited corporate contributions through Cloeren, Inc. employees, and members of their 

families, to the Babin Committee. The Commission also found re& to believe that the 

employees and relatives who were reimbursed, a total of 32 individuals, each violated 2 U.S.C. 

. . . .  . I -* . c . .  i 

0 441f by allowing E i r n a q ~ ~  to be'lised to effect conhbutions in the name of another. 

Further, the Commission found rcasoll to believe that Walter Whetsell knowingly and 

willfblly violated 2 U.S.C. 6 441 f by assisting Clocren, Inc. in making coprate. contributions to 

the Babin Committee in the name of another, and that Bn& Babin Ad the Babin Committee 

knowingly and willfirlly violated 2 U.S.C. 68 441f and441b(a) by assisting Cloeren, Inc. in 

making corporate contributions in the name of a m t h ~  and by accepting them, and knowingly 

and willfblly violated 2 U.S.C. 6 441 b(a) by accepting a corporate con.tribution when Clomn, 
. .  . 

Inc. paid for Rep. Tam DeLay to fly to a Babh campaign event on August 29,1996. B&cd on 

Mr. Cloeren's admission that his company psd for this flight, the Commission found reason to 

believe that Pcter Cloaen, as an officer, and Cloeren, Inc., knowingly aqd willfblly violated . 
. .  

* 2 U.S.C. 0 441b(a). 

.. 
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On December 16,1999, the Commission authorized document subpoenas and 
... . . .  a : . -. ...: 

intemgatories for Brian Babin, Walter Whetsell and the Babiri Committee, see GCR #2 in 

MUR 4783, dated December 10,1999,. 

These respondents have substantially complied with the Commission's discovery requesk . 

' 

. .  

and the'depositions of Dr. Babm and Mr. Whkell have been completOp. This. Offrce has also 

iritemiewed several Cloeren, Inc. eanployees, family members of employees, Babin Committee 

employees h d  representatives, and othk persons who either may have been involved With d / o r  

had'some knowledge of the activities at issue. On January 26,2000, the Commission detennhal 

to take no further action against 21 of the 32 Cloeren, Inc. employees and family members who 

allowed their names to be used to effect contributions fiom the corporation to the Babin 

Committee. See GCR #4 in MUR 4783, dated Janu,q 20,2000. The Commission made this 

determination based on the lack.of active involvement by these employees in the corporate 

. '  . 

--- 

reimbursement scheme. Id, s k  ulso GCR #3 in MUR 4783, dated December 17,1999. 

While the evidence mthm.d@ng the investismtion of!hsmaher SUQDOW manv of the.. 

reason-to-believe findings made by the Commission, this Ofice believes t h m  is insuficient 

evidence to prove the more serious allegations made in the Cloerem complaint against Brian 

Babin, Walter Whetsell and the Babin Committee, Le., those that provided the basis for most of 

I .: 
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the.howing and willful findhgs summarized above. The ..wolvnneslt of cacn respandent in the 

alleged activities is discussed in greater detail below. 

III. DISCUSSION 

A. Peter Cloeren and Cloicnn. Inc  

Before filing the complaint in this matier, Pcter Cloeren and Cloeren, Inc. pled guilty in 
. .  ' .a : ' -. .- . - 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Texas to niisdemeanorviolations in connection 

with having made $37,000 in corporate contributions in the name of others to the Babin 

Committee in 19953EzT1996.' Mr. Clberen and Cloeren, Inc. each wcrc fink S200,OOO and 
. .  

Mr. Cloeren was sentenced to 100 hours of comma&ty service and two years probation. 

. .. 
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0 -. . . .. .. 
1 .  

It isthe view ofthis Office that, throughout the c o ~  ofthis investigation, these 
. .  

respondents, 'haugh their Cowisel, have firlly cooperated with the investigation . .  of this matter. 

 his cooperation has generally taken the fonn oianswexing informal intemgatorics, ciomplying 

with informal document requests, and providing other hfonnation upon request during phone 

conversations with staff of this Office. The infomation gathered by this Office is discussed in 

this Report as it relates to each ofthe other respondents in this matter. 

. With regard to Mr. Cloeren and his company, the .primary issue left unresolved at the time 

of the reason-to-believe findings was the discrepancy between the amount of reimbursed ' 

contributions r e f m e d  in the plea agreement (537,000) and the higher amount arrived at by this . 

Office ($48,000), which was based on a contribution chart attached to the respondents? complaint 

as well as the Babin Cormolittee's disclosun reports. In rewonse .. . to this Oflice's request. for 

finher clarification, counsel explained that certain figures in the contribution chart were in error; 

specifically, some of the employee contributions listed in the chah apparently had not becir 

reimbursed or were smaller than originally reported. See Attachment 2 (Letter fiom counsel 
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dated August 13,1999); Attachment 3 at 1-2 to Questian 1). M's qtplanntim is 

coIlsistcllt with other infoxmation received by this Office, including the responses of the 

employee respondents and materials received hm the Deparhnent of Justice ("DOJ") in 

connection with its prosecution of the criminal matter in East Texas? Cou& provided this 

Office with a fcviscd chart of contributions totaling $37,000, see Attachment 3 at 17-1 8, which 

matches the amount ref- in the plea agrccm~~t.~ . 
- .. - - -  . .  . .- . .  - . - .  ... 

The revised contribution chart also indicates that men of the 28 persans who wrote . 
. .  

. xhcks to the B a b i n ' m t t k e  - invdving $lO,OOO of the total Contribution amouht - were 

personally reimbursed by Mr. Clocrcn. See Attachment 3 at 18. Because the suo p n r e  

submission and the plea agrement documents focused on Mr. Cloeren's role CEO of Cloercn, 

Inc. without specifically idcnti-g him as a source of b y  contribution reimbursements, the First 

. .  

. GCR analyzed Mr. Clo~r&s liability only With regard to his officer status. Based on the 

clarification provided by counsel, supported by infixmation provided by Mr. CIoeresr to 

investigatom h m  the Federal Bur& of Investigation ("FBF), scc AttachmMt 4 at 2 (FBI . .  

interview with Peter Cloeren), this Office recommends that the Commission find reason to 

believe that Peter Clomn, in his personal capacity, .knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S;C. . 

. 

. 5 441f by making contributions in the name of another person. Bcc& Mr:Clomn had already 
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‘I wntriiuted the maximum amount to the Babin Coxximittee fbrthe elections to which the 
I 

reimbursed contributions at issue wcrc designated (the 19% nm-off in May and the general 

election in ~Ovember), this office s l s ~   recommend^ that the commissiai find reason to be~iwe 

that Petei Cloeren knowingly and willfully golatea 2 U.S.C. 9 4410. This Oftice notes that 

these additional findings should not necessarily be viewed as increasing Mr. Cl&’s liability in 

this matter, because the total amount in violation ($37,000) rqnainS the same, whether he 

.personally reimbursed the contributions or cokented to their reimbursement through 

. . . . . .  * ---.. .. . .,- . . . -.. 

Mr. Cloeren has also clarified the prock  by which the c~rp~ratc reimbursements 
. .  

d c c d  Based on news reports and other information available at the tihe, the First GCR 

stated that the employees appeared to have been r e i m b d  through tirlse travel and exparse . 

vouchers by Clogen, Inc. Rather, according to counsel, the contributions were made through /2?\ 

bonuses. Afteran employee wrote a contribution check to the Babin Committee, the chief 

financial.officer for Cloem, Inc., Paul Peveto, ‘’would prepare a check for a bonus to the 

‘employee. Ih kme  cases the bonus matched the amount of the contribution. In others, the bomi 

was ‘grossed-up’ to wver the employee’s federal income tax liability on the bonus.’’ Attachment 

0 
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3 at 3.  his description is gcnera~y consistent  wit^^ other -onthat  ha^ m e  into 

possession of this office, including FBI @terviews with various cloerrn employees, see 

Attachment 4 at SO, 59,73 (FBI interviews with Mike Lucia, Joe Saaders and "hang Vu), as well 

as informal interviews with them by staff of this Office.' See, e.g., Attachment 5 at 11-14 (FEC 

interview with Paul Piveto). . .  .... . . . . . . .  i --.. . .  .- .. 
As disccussed below, while certain idonnation provided by ME Cloeren could not be ... 

comborated, it appears that he has hlly cooperated with the Commission by making a good faith 

a~fi to provide all--nnation rdquested by this Office, particularly in ~1e r i f jhg .d  

supplemeiting previous responses and submissions. Accordingly, in view of Mr. C l m ' s  
. .  

cooperation'in this matter, BS well as the MO0,OOO in fines already paid by him and his company 

in the criminal proceedings, this Office recommcnd~ that the Commission t a k ~  no fiutha action . . .  
I _- .c-> against Peter Cloeren and Cloeren, Inc., send an admonishmeht letter and'close the file with 

. .  

regardtothem. 

. B. Brian Babin. Walter Whetsell and the Babin Committee 

1. Reimbursement of contributions of Cloeren. Inc; emulovees and relatives . 

Pet& Cloeren alleged in his complaint that when he first met Brian Babin in December 

1995,.Dr. Babin asked Mr. C l o a n  to raise'550,OOO for his campaign. in response to 

Mr. Cloeren's offer to write a corporate chek to the campaign, Dr. Babin allegedly told 

..... -.. . ........ 
7 Tbepaymcnrrnrrdetoeachre~e~nployce wneapparmtly kgcmwghto covcrnotonlythrt 
cmployce's contributions mdc to the Babm Committee, but also my such contributions made by the employee's 

Ih.ns Vu). 
r ~ l a t i ~ ~ ~ .  k, e.g.. Atpchmw 4 8t 32-33,58-59,73 (FBI intcrVicWS with Gcrri~ Ma E- JOC S e  d 

0 ........ 
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Mr. Cloeren that contributions could only come h m  individuals, stated that he did not care 

where the contributions came hm, and suggested that Mr. Cloeren “work with loyal uhployees” 

to raise the funds. Mr. Cloeren interpreted Dr. Babin’s remarks as implying that Mr. Cloeren . 

should “funnel the company money through these employees.” Following this conversation, 

Mr. Cloeren asked s&eral employees to make contributions to the Babin Committee, which were 

rciimbursed by the corporation. Mr. Cloeren recalled that Dr. Babin personally picked up the 

conduit contfibution checks at Cloeren, Inc.’s facilities. 

- . .  . - .  . .  . _ _  . . 

. .  

. Mr.’Cloeren’fWher alleged that after the March 6,1996 primary,’which resulted in a run-’ 
. .  

off election in May, Dr. Babin asked Mr. Cloeren to get more ‘‘loyal employees” towkite 

contribution checks. Mr. Cloeren states that he again kderstood Dr. Babin to be suggesting.a 

funneling scheme., Mr. Cloeren again asked several employees to make contributions, which 

were reimbursed by the&poration. After Dr. Babin’s victory in the May m-oa Dr. Babin 

wrote Mr. Cloeren asking him to raise more funds. Mr. Cloeren admitted that, d h n g  the 

summer and fall of 1996, Cloeren, Inc; illegally reimbursed several, more contributions made by 

its employees to the Babin Committee. Mr. Cloeren claimed that when he discussed these 

. 

’ 

. .  

contributions with Dr. Babin during this ,time, Dr. Babin acknowledged that the contributions 

were being made by Cloeren, Inc. through company employees, and assurcd Mr. Cloeren that 
’ .  

‘%is is the way everyone raises campaign funds and that they would not ‘get caught.”’ See ’. 

CompJaint. In his responsa this Office’s m-ueqi for additional details about these. discussions, 

Mr. Cloeren stated that Dr. Babin advised him to “be careful how you do this . . .” and to “find 

some employees that we can trust.” Attachment 3 at 12. 

. .  
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In the f d  of 1996, according to Mr. Cloem, Dr. Babin pasonally phoned him to ask for 

employment information about the contributors. Dr. Babh allegedly idoxmed Mr. Cloeren that . 

“it would look better“ if contributors could be listed as working for other companies, so it would 

be less likely that the reimbursement scheme would be uncovered. Mr. Clocren claimed that he 

also discussed the reimbmeqnent of company employees with Walter Whetsell, who acted both 

as a campaign manager and political consultant for the Babin Committee during 1996. 

. - .. - .  . . . .. . .. _ _  . . 

In early 1998, after Mr. Cloeren became aware of the fd- investigation into the 

contributions to theB%€jin Committee: he agreed to cooperate with the FBI. According to . 

Mr. Cloeren, FBI investigators taped a phone conversation he had with Dr. Babin, in which . 

Dr. Babin made certain incriminating statements, e.g., that “it’was a good thing p. Babin] and 

his son picked up all the checks in person or else the government would have us on mail h u d  

. .  

charges as well.” see complaint. ~ r .  cloeren claimed that the iymstigators then recorded a ’ 

phone conversation between himself and Walter Whetsell, in which Mr. Whetsell confirmed 

Dr. Babin’s knowledge of the conduit contributions. Documents provided by the DOJ confirm 

that such recordings were made by the FBI using a cassette &order.’ See Attachment 4 at 9-10. 

Mr. Cloeren provided fiutber details about the substance of these conversations purSmt to a 

request by this Office. See Attachment 3 at 14- 16 (Response to Question 7). Counsd later 

provided a transcript of these conversations after listening to the tape recordings at the FBI’s 

Beaumont (Texasj Resident Agency. 4lttachmcnt.6. 

The allegations in Mr. Cloeren’s complaint substantially conform to the information he 

provided to the FBI in early 1998, see Attachment 4 at 1-8, as well as the allegations in a sworn 

affidavit he submitted to the House of Representatives Committee on Govenunent Reform and 

. .  
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Oversight hj August 1998, which was appended to the First GCR. In response to this Office's 

inquiries for more infinmation about the meetings between Mr. Cloerar and Dr. Babin or Babin 

Committee representatives, Mr. Cloeren stated that he possessed few documents relating to thm 

meetings. Attachment 3 at 13-14. However, Mr. Cloeren has indicated that other employees at 

Cloeren, Inc. might be able to comborate some of his allegations. ' 

- .  - .  . . . .  . .  . .  . - - . .  
Dr. Babin has consistently and emphatically denied having any knowledge, prior to 

learning'of Peter Cloeren's guilty plea in 1998, that any of the contributions to *s 19% 

campaign had been-iEhhbursed by Mr;' C l m  or Cloeren, Inc. &e, e.g.,.Deposition ,tmscript 

of Brian Babin ("Babin depo") at 15 1-1 52,174-1 75? In response to the Comnkssion's findings, 

Dr, Babin states that, when he first met Mr. Cloeren in December 1995, he was "told by 

Mr. Cloeren and several senior employees that he [Cloeren] was 'a good ann-twist& and that he 

would 'raise h d s  h m  fiends, employees, relatives and business associates."' Attachment 7 at 

4. However, Dr. Babin"'categorical1y denies that he made any statements to Mr. Cloeren which 

. could reasonably be construed as requiring, requesting, encouraging, intimating, or in any way 

suggesting that Mr. Cloeien should devise an illegal scheme to circumvent the campaign 

contribution rules." Zd.. In his response to the Commission's subpoena and order, Dr. Babin 

.. 

claims that, when Mr. Cloeren offered to write a $50,000 corporate check to .the Babin 

Committee, "I explained to [Cloeren] that campaign finance lam did not allow for corporate 

contributions and that I could only.gcceptcon'bi,butiong in anamount of Sl.fXl0." Attachment 8.. 

at 4 (Response of Brian Babin to Question 2.a); see also id. at 16 (Response of Babin Committee 

The complete deposition transcripts of Brim Babin and Walter Whetsell arc available for rcvicw in the 9 

Office of General counsel. 
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to Question 4.a) 

In his respanse to this Office’s request for fiuther intbrmation on contacts between 

Clem' Inc. &nployees and Dr. Babin, Mr. Cloeren stated that his chief financial officer, 

Paul Peveto, was present w h e  the.kbject of fundraising was initially discussed in the parking 

lot of one of Mr. Cloeren’s companies. See Attachment 3 at 5 (Response to Question 3). In an 

interview with M o f  this Office, Mr. Peveto recalled this meethg,-but stated that he was 

standing “a car length”. away talking to another Cloeren, Inc. employee, and did not hear “any of 

- -. - .  . . .  . . .  _. . . 

. .  

. .  

the details” ofthe wE-&sation. Attadment 5 at 11 (FEC i n t d c y  with Paul Peveto); 

Attachment 9 at 1.. In responding to this Office’s further inquiries, Mr. Peveto ‘‘thk[s] . .  [he] ’ 

overheard certain things being said,” kcluding a comment by Dr. Babin about not’caring ‘ k h m  

the Lntributions came from,” but does not recall any “exact quotes.’’ Id. at 4.8 (Response of 

Paul Peveto to Question 1). 

C o n d g  Mr. Cloeren’s account of the delivery of contribution checks, Dr. Babin 

acknowledges that, “subsequent to the initial meetings with Mr. Cloeren; [he] visited Cloerqn 

Incoqxwated on siveral occasions and received ckpaign checks fiom Peter Cloeren.” . , , . 

Attachment 7 at 4. This ww pkportedly not.an unusual practice beca&e, according to 

Dr. Babin, he ”persodly picked up checks from dozens of individuals in 19 counties during the 

1996 campaign.” Attachmint 8 at 3 (Response of Brian Babin to’Question 1 .a), 14 (Response of 
. .  

. .  

Babin Committee to Question 2.a). Inhkdepositioa Dr. Bgbin stated that he did not make any 

“specific trips” to Cloeren, Inc. to pick up the checks; rather, suih visits would have been 

“incidental” to other campaign activities in. the area. Babin depo at 1 16-1 17, 120. He further 

testified that when he picked up the checks directly fiom Peter Cloeren, he did’not recall any 



MUR 4783 
GCR #5 

14 

discussions of the contributions, and assumed they were fiom Mr. Clocren's fiends, rclativcs, 

business associates and employees. Babin depo at 127-129. lo  Dr. Babin claims that hc did not 

know any employment infomation about the contributors; "Mr. Cloeren's secretary was to 

provide that information to the Committee later." Attachment 8 at 4 (Response of Brian Babin to 

Question 1 .a), 14- 15 (Response of Babin Committee to Question 2.a). Dr. Babin states that, on 

one occasion, his son picked up checks h m  Mr. Cloeren's sccretqbut did not talk to 
.. . . - 

Mr. Clocren. Babin depo at 1 16- 1 1 7, 12 1 ; Attachment 8 at 3 (Responsc of Brian Rabin to 

Question 1 .a), 14 (RZwonse of Babin Committee to Question 2.a). Dr. Babin avers that, with 

regard to ''[aJll the checks we picked up [at Cloeren, Inc.], we were totally convinccd that they 

were legitimate checks." Babin dcpo at 123. 

0: 

0: 

0: 

0: 
A: 
Q: 
A: 
Q: 
A: 
0: 
A: 
0: 
.f : 
Q: 
A: 
Q: 
A: 
0: 
A: 

I O  

A: 

A: 

A: 

. . . do you recall ever picking up contribution checks directly from Mr. Clocrcn? 
Yes. 
What conversations did you have when you picked up those contributions from him? 
Very little. 
What did he say? 
. . . I would say 'Thank you for your help." and wc might have just a shon conversation about how 
things were proceeding in Orange County. 
Did you ulk about the conaiburions at all? 
Quite frankly. I don't recall any specific conversations. 
Did you look at the check at the time? 
No. 
How did he deliver them to you? 
They w m  in an cnvelopc rvcry time that I went there. 
What kind ofrn  envelope? 
A white envelope. 
Did you know the amounts of the checks? 
No. 
Did you know how many were in there? 
No. I did not. 
Did you know who wrote the checks? 
No. 
Did he lell you anything about the checks? 
No. he did not. I was making on assumption h a t  they were friends, relatives, and business 
associates of his, and cmployccs. 
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Dr. Babin testified that the first discussion he recalls having with Mt. Cloeren abu t  these 
'L. 

contributions was after he discovered that some of the checks were in the excessive amount of 

$2,000. Babin depo at 125. This occurred "when one spouse signed a [$2,000] check on behalf 

of the manied couple . . . rather than both individuals signing separate checks for S1,OOO each." 
. .  

. Attachment 8 at 3 (Response of Brian Babin to .Question 1 .a), 15 (Response of Babin Committee . . 

to Question 2.a). According to Dr. Babin, after he informed Mr. Cloeren that the checks 

exceeded the legal lirnits,Mr. Cloeren replied he would have the persons involved write new 

checks. Babin dcpdXtT26,131-132. I)r. Babin testified that when'he examined some of the 

. .  . .  . .  m .  -a . I :. &.. :.: : 1.: _ .  
7%- - _  . .  

:#a 

yc 

SI 
1'1 ,= 
9 

e _ -  
-. a 
9 - .. checks at this time (early 1996), he became aware that some of the contributors were employees 

of Cloeren, Inc., as a result of meeting t h k  on his previous visits to the facility. Babin depo at - I .  

130,133-134. . .  

Concerning the allegation that Dr. Babin indicated to Mr. Cloeren that "it would look 

better" if contributors could be listed as working for other companies so as to furthex disguise the . 

reimbursement scheme, Dr. B*in responds that he " w q t  to the trouble of accurately and 

completely d&umenting imployment information. pertaining to all individual contributors 

' because he had no idea whatsoever that the contributors were part of Mr. Cloeren's illegal 

. sch&e.". Attachment 7 at 1 1. Mr. Cl6eren stated that Paul Peveto fbrnished employment 

. 

. .  

information on the contributors directly to Dr. Babin, Ad that Dr. Babin also reportedly indicated . .  

. to Mr. Peveto that "it would look better" to list diffkrent emplow in the.FEC reports. . 

. Mr. Peveto acknowledges that Dr. Babin telephoned him in April or May of 1996 

seeking employment infomation on the conkibutors, but he initially informed FEC staff that he 

did not recall Dr. Babin suggesting that "it would look better" if the contributors were not 
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employed by Cloem, Inc. Attachment 5 at 13 (FEC htcwiew with Paul Peveto). In,later 

providing written clarification of the exchange, however, Mr. Pweto asserts tha!, aft& he 

mistakenly told Dr. Babin that a Cloeren, Inc. employee had. worked for another Cloeren- 

controlled compiy and then corrected himself, Dr: Babin replied that "he would have liked it 

better if [the'cloeren, Inc.] employee had worked for" the other company. Attachment 9 at 4-5, 

8-9 (Response of Paul Peveto to Question 2). Mr. Peveto qualifies.his assertion by adding "I am 

not willing to stipulate to an exact quote by Dr. Babin when in fact I catinot recall exactly what 

. was said. . . ." Id. iW.' Ifthe gist of *hat Mr. Peveto recalls is accurate, it appears to 

comboke Mr. Cloeren, because bairing knowledge of an illegal scheme, it is Unclear why Dr. 

- .  . .  . . .  - .  -1. .. . 

: .  

. 

. 

Babin would care what company employed his contributors. As Mrb Peveto is uncertain of his' 

recollections, however, it is difficult to piace substantial @ialnce on his statements. . . 

In October 1996, Dr. Babin asserts that he called.Cloeren; Inc. to discuss an article that 

had just appeared in the Beaumont Enterprise. Attachment 10. The article raised questions 

.about the number of contributions to the Babin Committee EromCloeren, Inc. eniployees.. . .  

. .  Dr. Babin claims he told 'Mr. Peveto that he "expected everything to be. legal," aid that 

Mr. Peveto replied that he would "pass it along.'' sabin depo at 1l'5,148,150. E. Babin . ' 

describes Mr. Cloer& as being "very indignant" and "angf about the article, telling Dr. Babin 

. .  

' that "he paid his employees good salaxi-" and that they could easily a k d  to make. such 

contributions. Babindepo at-135; 148. JW:..sge alw.Attachment 8 at 20 (Respow of Babin 

Committee to Question 9.a). Dr. Babin testified that Mr. Cloeren specifically told him the' 

employee contributions were legal and had not been reimbursed by his company. Babin depo at 
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151-152”; see also Attachment 8 at 5 (Response ofBrian Babin to Qucsticjn 2.a). . . 

Mr. Peveto does not recall having anykonversations with Dr. Babin fillowing the 

publication of the Beaumont Entepde article. Attachment 9 at 5,9 (Response of Paul Peveto td 

Question 3). However, he does remember Mr. Clo& saying that“’Dr. Babin and ‘his people’ 
‘ 

had assured him this [reimbursement of contributions] was &ne all the time and the newspaper 

article was just politics.” Id. (Response of Paul Peveto to Question 43. Though he “did not think 

any M e r  about the statements made,” Mr. Peveto now “assume[s] that Mr. Cloercn had 

. .  . - -.. .a . .. . 
.. 

coqmkicated to Di:’Fe;bin and ‘his p’eople’ how’he was raising funds:” Id. Peveto’s 

statements comborate Mr. Cloeren’s allegations. However, given that Mr. Pevcto’s 
. .  

recollections are based on his 8ccounf of Mr. C l k ’ s  comments rather his directly hearing Dr. 

Babin make inCriminating kements, and in light of his quali-g statements (e.g., that he 

‘‘cannot recall exactly what was said” during discussions referenced in the complaint), Mr. 

Feveto’s responses can not, by themselves, support a case for Dr. Babin’s alleged complicity in . . 

the reimbursement scheme. 

. Respondent Walter Whetsell similarly denies allegations of’his involvement in, or 
. .  

knowledge of, the reimbursement scheme. Mr. Whetsell, who served as Dr. Babin’s campaign 

e: Did Mr. b- spccificlUy sny *a t lKse[car2mtionr).~;~.rcimbucwd~ his.. - -. . . . . .. .. . . . I I  

Carpwrt ion? 

cmtfibutc to my cullpoigh It !MtiSfied m. 

A Yes. He said thcy & legitimate urd that he paid his rmployces very frw salaries. He said that 
he paid thcm mwe than mOSt companies around there. and they could defmitely afford to 

Notbiag was discussed about employee rcimbuncmc nu? 
Never. mt didn’t colly up until a b .  
Nothing was d i d  about bonus checks? 
No. I never knew about that until he pled guilty. 

Q:. 
A 
Q: 
A: . 
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manager for a fkw weeks in early 1996 and thereafter provided consulting &ces to the 

campaign, claims that the first time he talked with Mr. Cloeren was in mid-September 1996, 

when he attended a Babh fundraiser at Mr. Cloeren’s home. Deposition transcript of 

Walter Whetsell (‘Whetsell depo”) at 76; Attachment 8 at 31 (Response of Walter Whetsell to 

Question 1 .a). Mr. Whetsell’s testimony conflicts with Mr. Cloeren’s accoFt of discuss*g 

employee reimbursements with Mr. Whetsell in the spring of 1996, when Dr. Babin was involved 

in a run-off election. See Attachment 3 at 1 1. Mr. Whetsell states that he had a “brief 

- . .  - ..  . .  . . .  ._ . _ _  .. .. 
.- 

conversation” with lbK7Cloeren at the-Septknber fundraiser, during which Mr. Cloeren told him 

‘‘that he had given to the campaign the maxhurn allowable contribution and that he wished he 

could do more for the campaign.’’ Attachment 8 at 31 (Response of Walter Whetsell to 

Question 1 .a). Mr. Whetsell adamantly denies assisting with the reimbursement scheme, and 

. . .  

I 

denies discussing the employee reimbursements with Mr. Cloeien at any time during 1996. ‘2 

Mr. ‘Whetsell mer denies ever discussing thescheme with Dr. Babin in 1996, claiming he had 

no knowledge of possible employee reimbursements before 1998. Whetsell depo at 95,102-103. 

On February 12,1998, as part of the criminal investigation, the FBI interviewed most of 

the employee wntributok, as well as Mi. Cloercn and Dr. Babin. When asked about allegations 

’* . ‘Q: M r . w h c t K l ~ i n 1 9 9 6 d i d y o u e v e r m c o u r a g e 6 r o s s i S t ~ t h c ~  mcnt of contributions by 
Clocrrn ~ I o y c c s ?  

f o r t l w i r c o n e U b s . t a t b e & b i R C ~ ~ - .  - .IC”. , ,. .. . 

A: No. 
. Q: Did you ever suggest or imply to Mr. Clomn that he or Clomn. Inc. could reimburse employees 

In 1996, did Mr. Clomn cvq tell you, cvcr inform you, cvcr indicate in’my manner whatsoever, 
that he or his company was reimbursing employees or heir funily members for contributions to 
Dr. Babin’r campaign? 

Did Mr. Cloeren ever discuss.with you any bonuses given to cmployccs in mum for heir 
contributions to the Babin campaign? 

A No. . 
Q: 

A: No. 
Q: 

A. No. 



MUR 4783 
GCR #5 

19 

that Cloeren, Inc. employees had been reimbursed for their contributions to the Babin 

Committee, Dr. Babin responded “I had no idea anything like that was. going on.” Attachment 4 

at 14 (FBI interview with Brian Babin). On the following day, as previously mentioned, the FBI 

recorded telephone convemations between Mr. Cloeren and Dr. Babin, and then between 

Messrs. Cloereh and Whetsell. As a result of his interview, Dr. Babb was aware of the FBI’s 

interest when the recorded conversation occurred. 
.. , - -. 
I .  

. .  _ - . .  . 

Several thes  during his conversation with Mr. Clo& Dr. Babin claims that he was 

unaware of the reimlWsenient scheme, e.g., “You [Mr. Cloeren] never told me a thing. 

Paul [Peveto] never told me a thing. . . . I never h e w  what was going on. I don’t recall any 

conversations.** Attachment 6 at 6. While Dr. Babin informs Mr. Cloeren that he advised 

Mr. Peveto after the primary election to “be carefid about how the checks are made,” he prefaces 

. . ’ 

this remark by asserting that he never knew “what was going on down there.” Id. at 5. 

Dr. Babin’s statement that he believed the FBI was attempting to “find out if any of the checks 

wek mailed” because “[tJhey’re looking for mail .fraud," id. at 7, is somewhat different than 

Mr. Cloeren’s recollection of the exchange: “Dr. Babin said that he hadlearned it w& a good . . . 

thing that he had picked up the contributions himself, or else they could have us on mail hud.”  . . ‘ 

Attachment 3 at 15 (Response to Question 7). Dr. Babin’s statements, while largely exculpatory, 

should be viewed in the context of his prior knowledge that the FBI was investigating an illegal 

reimbursementscheme. __ .. 
The transcript of the conversation between Me-. Cloeren and Whetsell, Attachment 6 

at 9-14, is somewhat cryptic. Although Mr. Whetsell discusses with Mr. Cloeren the issue of 

how the employee contributions w& raised and collected, id. at 10-1 1, he does so in a 
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hypothetical manner, telling Mr. Cloeren “we don’t know the answer to this question and don’t ’ 

want to know.” Id at 11. While Mr. Whetsell m’akes no statements that directly support the ’ 

allegation in the complaint that he “codinned [in that convcrSation] Babin’s knowledge of the 

conduit contributions,”his speaking in hypothetical, rather than actual, terms, appears extremely 

cautious, as if, he too, was concemed.about the ongoing criminal investigation. - - .  . . .. . .  - - . .  . 
In reviewing the FBI interviews Gth the imployee contributors, Attachment 4, it appears : 

that, while several Cloeren, Inc. employees met Dr. Babin or heard him speak at various . 

campaign events, tliwprovided no information regarding his alleged participation in, or ’ 

knowledge of, the contribution reimbursement scheme. Howe~kr, Cheryl David.- Mr. Cloercn’s 

personal secretary in 1996 - indicated in a proffer to this Office that she believed Dr. Babin hew 

the true source of the contributions: 

During phone conversations with Dr. Babin on more than one occasion, 
Dr. .Babin would make statements to me thanking me for all of Peter 
Cloeren’s help, noting that the campaign contributions really helped his 
campaign, with such statements being made in a fashion that I understood 
Dr. Babin knew how Peter Clokn was makinelhe contributions’and that 
Peter Cloeren or The Cloeren ComDanv was the source of the h d s .  . .  

Attachment 11 at 2 (emphasis added). 

In a follow-up interview with staff of this Office, Ms. David stated that she never 

discussed with Dr. Babin whether the employees were being reimbursed, or even which 

individuals had contributd, to his campaign. Attachment 5 at 1-2 (FEC interview with 

Cheryl David). Although .Ms. David apparently interpreted Dr. Babin’s Statements to mean that 

he knew of the reimbursements; the expressions of gratitude she attributes to him do not, on their 

face, corroborate her impression, and she was unable to provide any specific statemats made by. 

. 

Dr. Babin that show he was aware of the reimbursements. Ms. .David, who made a reimbursed 
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$1,000 contribution to the Babin Committee by check dated March 1,1996, added that Dr.’Babin 

m& have known that she did not have S1,OOO to spare because ”he knew me a little bit.” Zd. at 

2. She told FBI investigators that she had no personal contact with Dr., Babin or his staff 

regarding her contribution. See Attachment 4 at 26.(FBI inteniew with Cheryl David). 

. 

Dr. Babin has indicated that he w e  uxiaware of her contribution in 19%; when shown a 

contributor chart that included Ms. David, he testified that the only wntxibutors he recognized as 

‘c~oeren ~nc. emp~oyees at the time weie Paul  evet to and two other officers at t119 company. Set 

B&in depo at 133-f gr‘ 

. .  . . .  m ,  . .  .. .a.. .: 

In addition to interviewing the employee contribukrs, this Office also sought infinmation 

about theemployee kontributions fiom other representatives of the Babin Committee. . .  

Ryan Erwin, who served as campaign manager during the general election campaign, members 

the September 1996 Beaumont Enterprise article about the Cloeren, Inc. employee contributions, 

but does not recall discussing it with Dr. Babin, ‘Mr. Whetsell or anyone else. Attachment 5 at 6. 

Mr. Erwin states that he was excluded fiom the Babin Committee “inner circle” consisting of 

Dr. Babin, his wife Roxanne e d  Walter Whetsell - ahd w& not involved in raising b d s  for the 

canipaign. Id. In her response to this Office’s written questions, Roxanne Babin states that she 

. .  

’ 

. .  

‘kas not aware of the possibility that reimbursements had actually been made until Febxuary 

1998; I became aware &om media coverage in June of 1998 that Peter Cloeren was found guilty 

nfreimbursement.” AttachRlent.12 at& Sbe states tbar-s)re.bad conversations abaut &e 

reimbursements with Dr. Babin and .Walter Whetsell in 1998, but does not recall any detkls. Id. 

’. 

at 8-9. 



MUR 4783 
GCR #S 

22 

The only physical evidence offered by Mr. Cloeren regarding Dr. Babin’s alleged f-) 
\ 

... . 
howledge and participation the reimbursement scheme consists of three handwritten letters 

fiom Dr. Babin to Mr. Cloeren. Attachment 13. Two of these letters ask Mr. Cloeren to assist . 

the Babin Committee in raising b d s  for the 19% campaign. Id. at 1-3. While some of the 

language in these letters, which includes such phrases as “get[tingl the ‘money &hine’ going 

again,” id. at 3, could be construed as indicating h awareness by DE Babin of the 

reimbursements, this Office . .  believes these lettem do not on their, face unambigyously suggest his 

, 

. 
- . : .  = .  5“: .:.. : . 

.:& 

1% 

‘=s = 
.- I 

3= a 

37 

+ .  ‘q - 

f .. 

’ complicity in .the coimBution scheme:- ~n the third letter, mt shortly after peter cloeren pled - 

‘guilty in the criminal matter, Dr. Babin emphasizes how “sorry“ he is “about what happ&ed as a 

-- 
e - - ’ . 

‘;d E - result of the campaign con+butions from 1996.r Id. at’4. While Mr. Cloeren mayhave viewed . - 

:% I the letter as an attempt by Mr. Babin to convince Mr. Cloeren to “stop cwperating with the FBI 
/\ 

:bl 

;:---I and news.reporters investigating Babin’s conduct,” see Complaint, such an interpretation does 

not follow inexorably from Dr. Babin’s expression of sympathy. 

Finally, it a p p k  that the DOJ has previously’determined that the &den& against 

Dr. Babin and his committee did not warrant the filing ofany criminal charges against them.’. 

Before the filing of the.coxnplaini Michael Bradford, the U.S. Attorney who prosecuted 

Peter Cloeren and Cloeren Inc., reportedly disclosed that Dr. Babin ‘’is m longer the subject of 
. .  

. apy investigation, ‘and no charges against him are anticipated:” Beuumont Enteprhe, June 25,. 

1998, at 6A.I3 Anothtr news report stated that !‘FBI investipatqrs conclude$ neither Babin nor 

his campaign s w h e w  that the contributions h m  Cloeren employees were illegal.” Orunge 

”. 

bring no cbarges against him, B d @ d  sapid”); n e  (Sou*ast Texas) fiuminer. June 25-July 1,1998, at 6 
(“Bradford said that Brian Win k not a targct of any firturr investigation”). 

See also Houston Civonick, June 25,1998, at 21-22A (“Federal agents invcstigatcd Babin’s hie and will 
’ 
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Leader, August 8,1998. 

prove that Dr. Babin, Mr. Whetsell, or the Babh Committee assbtcd orparticipawi with 

Peter Cloaen to illegally reimburse contributions to the Babim Committee, or that they had 

knowledge of the scheme in 19% when accepting the conduit contxibutions. While Mr. Cloeren 

provides some credible iv idm~e which raises questions about their inyolvenimt in the 

reimbursement scheme, the investigation has notuncovered sdciegtly solid additional evidence 

. .  

- . .... --. -I' .. . -- .. --.I.- . 

conflicting and imcancilable statements. 

. Bccausc this office believes that further investigation into the &burscd contributions is 

unlikelyto produce OOllCrCfC evidence that Dr. Babin, Walter Whetsell or the Babin Committee 

participated in or knew of the illegal activity, we recommend that the Commission (1) take 110 

fivtheractiona~'Wal~Whetsefl~thismatterandclose.thefile.astohim; aqd(2)takeno ' 

further action'against Brian Babin and the Babin Committee with regard to the allegatiop that 

. they knowingly and willfblly assisted Clomn, Inc. in making corporate wntributions in the 

name of .another and knowingly accepted such contributions. 
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3. sman DeLav Flipht to Oranne. Texej on Aumrst 29.1994 

As statal auger, the Commission found reason to believe that Brian Babh'and the Babin 

Committee icnowingly and w & l l y  violated 2 U.S.C. 99 441f and 44lb(a) by receiving a 

wxporate contribution when Cloeren, Xnc. paid for Rep. Tam DeLay to fly to a Babin campaign 

event on August 29,1996. Mr. Cloeren alleged in his camplaint thatDr.Babin had asked him to 

fly Rep. DcLay fiom his home district in Sugar Land, Texas to Orange, Texas fbr,the event. 

Dr;.Babin reimbur&Zioeren, Inc. br the S 1,320 cost of the flight by check dated July 3 1,1998. 

~n its response to the c d s s i o n ' s  -gs, the ~abin committee traces its ~ w a &  

. . .  -. . . . . . .. . .  . 3' -, 

regarding the papent to Mr. Cloeren's impatience with the planning of the event. Attachment 7 

at 18-19. Mr. Cloeren ''essentially assumed control of rescheduling Congressman DeLay's visit 

. 

. .  
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[--) .. . and so effkctively excluded. . . Dr. Babin &om any of the preparations tbr the rescheduled 

visit. . . . Dr. Babin WBS completely unaware of the specifics of the armngements made to 

musport Congmsmaa DeLay." Id. at 19. Dr. Babin denies asking Mr. Cloeren to pay for the 

flight. Attachment 8 at 5 (Response of Brian Babin to Question 2.a). 18 (Response of Babin 

Committee to Question 7.a). In his deposition, Dr. Babin reasserted his lack of knowledge about 
. . . .  . .  3' . -. . . . -. 

the payment of the flight, adding that his campaign manager, Ryan Emin, was handling the . .  

logistics of the event before'Mr. Cloeren assunied control. Babk depo at 180-184. This Office 

did not learn any rnciiE3etails concerning the flight arrangements fiom either Mr. Envin, 
' 

Mr. Whetsell or Ms. Babin. 

- 

in Iate'July 1998, "as more and'more details of Peter Cloeren's~illegal activities became public." 

Attachment 7 at 19. The Babin Committee ''recognized its obligation to pay" for the flight rAer 

confirming that a political committtk essociated with Rep. DeLay had not reported it as an'in- , 

The Babin Committee states that it became aware that Cloeren, Inc. had paid for the flight 

' kind contribution. Id. Dr. Babin claims that, when he realized that the payment for the flight . .  

was a corporate contribution, he '"immediately wrote a perkonal check" and sent it to Cloeren, . . 

hc .  'Babin depo at 189. . .  

Pursuant i0 Commission regulations, a candidate coinmittee must pay, in advance, the . .  

usual charter cost for use of an airplane if any person travels on behalf of the candidate using an 

airplane leased by the corpjration. and the corporation is not licensed to offer commercial travel 

services. See 11 C.F.R. Q 114.9(e). Because Cloeren, Inc. paid for the flight without receiving 

advance payment &om the Babin Committee, the payment constituted a corporate in-kind 

contribution to the Babin Committee. See 2 U.S.C. 0 441 b(a). 
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The Commission's finding that the violation was knowing and willfirl w U  partly based 

OII an UIlfCfuted allegation that Dr. Babin asked Mr. Clkrcn to pay for the flight, together with 

his alleged involvement in the reimbursement scheme. At this juncture, there does not appear to 

be a sufficient basis fbr pmying that the failure to pay for the flight was a knowing and will&l 

violation by the Babin Committee, particularly in light' of Dr. Babin's sworn testimony that he 

was not involved in making the flight amngemq~ts and did not havcany knowledge of ,the . 

corporate contribution until 1998. Accordingly, this Office ncommq~ds that the Commission 

take no Mer actiamgaimt Brian Babin with regard to his alleged role in the violation.. 

. . .  

- .- . .  . .  *- .... . .. 

. 

a. Dr. Babin's Flight to Orang e. Texas on Scbtcmber 14.19%' 

C-aning the remaining allegation against Dr. Babin and his committk, the 

.Commission found r e k n  to believe they each violated 2 U.S.C. 06 441 b(a) and 44la(f) in 5: 

':q ' .. connection-with Dr. Babin's air travel from Nacogdoches, Texas to Orange, Texas on 

September 14,1996. 

. On the date in question, a hdraiser for Dr. Babin was being held at Mr. Cloercn's ' 

residence in Orange. Mr. Clomn had alleged that Dr. Babin flew fiom Nacogdoches to Orange 

on a private plane provided by a supporter, failed to report the cost of the flight as an in-kind 

contribution, and ''told Mr. Cloaen'to keep the matter quiet." See Complaint. The suppner . 

would appear to be Wayne R e d  who made the. foUowiiig stat-! t a  an. FEG inuestigatqr;.. .!'I,. . . . 

have a fiend [Wamen Ladry] who is a pilot and owns a plane. I asked him if he would fly 

. 

. .  

. .  
. .  

Babin fiom Nacogdoches to Orange, Texas [approximately 150 miles]. It didn:t cost me 

anything. I ammged it." Attachment 5 at 17 (FEC interview with Wayne Reeh). Mr. Reeh 

Q 
. . I  
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h rcspnsc to the Commission’s findings, Dr. Babin claimed to have ‘bo recollection”.of 

the flight Attachment 7 at 20. However, the Babin Committee, in mponsc to.its subpoena and 

order,’refmnced a September 14,1996 flight h m  Jacksonville, Texas to Orange, Texas, 

Attachment 8 at 20 (Response of Babin COmmittce to Question:8.b). =As Jacksonville is roughly 

adjacent to Nacogdochcs, this particular flight would appear to be the’same one refmnced in 

. . . . . . . I ’ i  , .- ..-. . ... - ?‘: - -  - .  
.I 

A! _._ 
!$? 

f 
z 

Lq :- - 
w 

3 
r .  
Q 

Fd 

.Mr. Cloercn’s compiliEit; The Babin eoinmittec states that, a f k  a rally in Jacksonville on . 

e September 14,1996, Dr. Babin was flown Orange by Warren Landry in a Cessna 172 oivned 
. .  

by Mr. Lanw. Id. at 19-20 (Response of Babin Committee to Qucstions 9.a and 9.b). . 
5 
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B- it appears that Mr. Lendry was p i d i n g  the contriiution in his personal 

capacity, aad since, accodbg to FEC reports, he did not make any other contriiutions to the 

contribution. Accodhgly, this Office mcommends that the C d e o n  take no’fiather d o n  

against the Babh Committee with regard to the finding that it violated 2 U.S.C. 00 441b(a) and 

441a(f) in connection with the September 14,1996 flight. 
. .. ... I . .. . .  .- . - -. . - 

Concerning the disposition of Dr. Win, since the . .-- 

contribution appears to have been fiom a lawful &me, and in light. of the previous 

recommendations madc in this Report, this Office recomm&ds that the Commission take no 

further eticm against Dr. Babin in MUR 4783, and’clow the file with respect to him. 

C. Cloeren Inc. Emdovces ‘ 

Of the 11 -aining respondents who allowed their names to be used to effect 

contributions in the name of another, three appearad to have detailed knowledge of the 

reimbursement scheme: Mike Lucia, Cheryl David and Robert H. Ewing Jr. The Commission 

authorized a letter to these respondents’ wunsel stating that it “agrees that it will not take ~ e r  

action against Mr. Lucia, Ms. David and Mr. Ewing, provided they cooperate fully with the 

Comkission’s investigation in this matter Sind provide infomation without d c t i o n . a s  to its 

use . . . .” 
language. 

This Office sent a letter to Cloeren. Inc. official Paul Pevcto .containing sjmilar 

Because these employ#s have filly cooperated with this investigation by submitting 
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to intbmral interviews and by providing affidavits and other additional infixmation cmuning 

Mike Lucia, Cheryl David, Robert H. Ewing Jr. and Paul Peveto, and closehe file with respect 

not actively involved in the reimbursement scheme and possessed little information of usc to this 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n , b ' ~ ~ r e c a l l ~ ~ a b o u t t h e ~  of their contxibutions to the 

Babin Cobnkec. The C d s s i o n  has, . .  in the past, found reason to believe, but qot furtha . 

pursued, straw donors not actively involved in such kimbursement schemes and who may have ' . 
. .  

contributed out of a sense of obligation because, e.&, theywae employees of the main m r .  

See, e.g., MURs 41 77 ( H o d )  (reason-to-believe findings but no further action ,against 

employee straw donors who werepressured to contribute and who each made one contribution 

for S1 ,OOO), and 4582 (Gadhia) (no fiuther action' taken against employee conduits who had 

minor roles in reimburseqmt scheme). 

nese seven ~10eren Inc. empIoyees or family members appear to have had such a 

relationship with the individual who asked them to contribute, Peter ClOmn. None of them 

appear to have played a central role in the illegal activities, and each of them made, at the most, . 

two contributions of S1,OOO to theBabin.Cbmittec, Based on these fgcts. as well as the fact 

that they have all cooperated with this investigation, this Office recommends that the 

Commission take no further action against Tony Dallas, Nancy Dallas, Jack Tindel, 

Cyndi Tindel, Joc  Sanders, Nancy Sanders and Leigh Ann (Lisa) Peveto, and close the file with 
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&xnmends that appropriate admonishment language be included in the letters sent to them. 

. I  

D. Conciliation with the Babin Committee 

... 
. .  

. .  
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. .  

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

- -  

6. 

- .  - . .. . . .  - . .  a . 
i 

Find reason to believe hat P c k  Cloeren knowingly and willfblly violated 2 U.S.C. 
' ##441aand441f. . . .  

Take n6fEfther action against Pcter'Cloerea and Clomn, Inc., send an admonishment 
letter and close'the file with respect to them. . 

.Take no mer action against Walter Whetsell, and close the file with respcct to him. 

Take no furthe &on against Brian Babin, and close the file.with respcct to him. 

Take no hthg action against Brian Babin for Congress and Thomas E. Freeman, as 
'treasurer, with respect to allegations that they knowingly and willfblly assisted 
Clocrcn,lnc. in makiq coxporate contributions in the name of another, that they . 
knowingly M v e d  such contributions, and that they accepted a contribution fiom a 
prohibited source in c o b d o n  with the S tunbcr 14,1996 airplane flight of 
Brian'Babin. 

' . 

cp 

Take no further action against Mike Lucia. Robert H. Ewing Jr., Cheryl David, 
Tony Dallas, Nancy Dallas, Jack Tindel, Cyndi Tindel, Joe Sanders;NanCy Sanders, 
Paul Pevcto and Leigh Ann (Lisa) Pwcto, send admonishment l e k  and close the 
file *th respect to each ofthem. 

. .  

General Counsel 


